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asgregation of markers In prototrophs, is sontrolled largely by the P status. 
Ae+-mL+ In diploids heteroeygoue for laoat other aarkers, Mal is almost invariably 
haaiaygous, ad ae a rule it is the paraiqpicr (F+) &.lele that 18 missing. However 
about15-206of the diploids, &houghstillheuAsygousfor AUL,have eliminated 
the orthotypic allele. In addition, in several uases/ where both l&l ami the closely 
linked S marker were available, diploids have been found whiah are cromowms 
between Mal and S, but where Mal. was paratypiu, S orthotgpia, though both still 
hmieygoua, It is difficult to aceomodate orthotypic eli&nation into a sohem where 
sera should be missing, if at all, in the F+ gaa~tes, and aa far as I can see, 
z&y;nto explain the urossovere exempt by a ~zygotio (and post-crossing-over) 

I insgino thateliminationoccurs by thebreakage of a specrific 
loous on an'- psratypic chmmc2arms, but that 
this locus and k&3 (or between Mal and S in a few mmu~ 

rior crossing4mr between 
P aacounte for the saving 

of the paratypia allele at the Mal locus in 15-2X$ of the diploids. 

This is probably the most clearcut evidence on the situation, but it is bolstered 
by a number of odds anden ever, these are not quite ma* for publication, 
and I am not sorry t&t VW %&&Aged 
ma80118 extraneow to the Lmtifio 

to bring them into print prematurely for 
imm. There are, on the other hand, quite 

a number of inconsisten~iee in the W-H scheme (e.g. gross inequalities in the 
freg.mncies of ~p8 oomplemsntary crowovers f+# between linked markers on Qnselected 
chroaosonmP) aA they cannot all be explained away by adding another chmmoaosrw, and 
with it several addiWonal indeteraimte paramters (i.e. probabilities of trans- 
mission with and without co-tranmissiom of other chronw>somse). However, as we 
have not offered a positive suheme that purports to explain all of the data in a 
precise w3y, this is not a constructive criticism. Bxt of our diplaid data has 
not bsen published, and m&ng to i&e conplexi~ and the absence for most of them of 
aqy definite contrasting hypothesee probably will not be, so that W&H have not had 
an opportunity 4x1 study how well it uould be fitted to their scteae. However, 
qy own attention has been attracted to post- rather than pre-aygotdz peculiarities 
from the first isolations of the diploi& because it was painful3.y obvious that 
they were not segregating in random ratios for the markers for which they were 
heteronygous, aside froa their fg;fpg hemisygoaifg for Malls. !&ass two peculiarities 
oouldbe flY)SteCO~~n'lly~~dbyas&~~Yal-S to be on the sam chromoscrme 
as, e.g.# WJ. and Xyl. On the one hand, *ha elim.%.nat~on uf ?&I.-S would obscure the 
linkage to so- degree (though some interaction is obvious); on the other hand, 
the alleles on the partly dcf icient ch~om~som (after elmtion) could not show 
up in viable haplold segregants without a prior cIrosmver betmen Mtl. eqi Xyl ard 
the deficient segment, This makes the defect pmt of, mthar thm EM entire chromo- 
som, but does not settle when the el&xLnation occurs. Before the compatibility 
(F) story was even tsuspected, the chief tAu&ling block to a pm+zygotiu eUnination 
hypoth3sie w8a that, in any given uro89, eb&nation was usally from one side 
(paratyp%uj but occasionally from the other (orthotypfc). G&e 
eqmeeedv If this were to be explained by the production of occasional incompla~ 
gametes frsn either side, one would also have to postulate complete gametes fron 
either side as well, and themfore aonm uomplete aygotes which nmw ewmtaakmi. 

(In terms of Fpularity, the * if3 even stricter,,3ince this polarity M can 
be expddntally defined.) %&her than postdate a aelective matbg of deficient 
with coqlete gammetea (whioh would have to be both FtG- and F-tF+ in an F+ x F- 
moss), which 3tUl could not account for the ?&l/S cpossovers, elGnJm~~srr was 
supprjsed to be postxyg~tic. The F &my pro&s&s to illtite this corscluaiEon, 
without changing it. One finalpointt Mal and S have alwava been w&xx hemi- 
sygous, M&x A&l, Xyl, Lac mi V have nevw been in crosses where this would not 
have bean predetermined along W- R 1s proposals. 

So you see, I M.nk that probably Hayes is not right. This is rather a fine 
point at issue, and by itself would not be worth all the fuss (especially after the 
semantic obscurities have blown away). But as achallenge that haa helped to 
formulate 8om concrete alterhative hypfheses, it probably will turn out to 



for the best in the long run. 

I am not sure (whfle admitting the possibility) that somone or other 
nay be try&q t0 fan this controversy and divert it to his own purposes 
but wlmther this is true or not, I am sure that none of the pr&ncipals 
are era involved. I hope you are not yourself misled intO any witting 
ancowags.mnt of it. 

Our insxiiate plarrrr am somwhat umottled. Xi-g chance af ,ycm guys 
paying us a visit?~s~'d love to have you. If not me-2 might ciincslvably drop 
dmn ourselvesi but is Chlxmgo the place to go & in the summer? 

Joohua Lederberg 


